Serial No: 10/677,745 
Attorney Docket No: 2096 PUS 


REMARKS 

Claims 1-20 have been rejected as obvious over Pigott (6,305,566) in view of Gyenge 
(4,674,647). Claim 1 recites that the axes of the side walls are in a plane that does not contain 
the axis of the end wall. In Pigott, the three walls have axes that are in the same plane. In 
Gyenge, the walls have axes in different planes because the walls overlap. In Pigott, the side 
walls do not overlap, so there is no reason for them to be in different planes. Therefore, claim 1 
is not obvious. 

Claim 2 recites that the back axis and the side axis are parallel to the upper support 
surface of the base member. In Pigott, the upper surface of the base is sloped toward the center 
wall. The purpose of Pigott is for carrying mirrors or other similar objects, so the base is sloped 
toward the back wall. (col. 5, lines 4-10). Therefore, it would not be obvious to modify Pigott to 
meet claim 2, as that would make it less suitable for its intended purpose. The basis for arguing 
that claim 2 is obvious is not clear from the office action. 

Claim 12 recites that the base member includes a single wall having an upper surface for 
supporting objects thereon and a lower surface on which the collapsible container rests. In 
Pigott, the base has feet that rest on the floor. The basis for arguing that claim 12 is obvious is 
not clear from the office action. 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge Deposit Account No.50-1984 for any additional 
fees or credit the account for any overpayment. 
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